ABSTRACT: Purpose: The authors of the present study evaluated the feasibility and preliminary effectiveness of a group-based pragmatic language program for adults with Asperger syndrome (AS) and adults with high-functioning autism (HFA). Method: Fourteen individuals with AS participated in a 14-week pragmatic language program. The intervention program was designed to address both the comprehension and use of pragmatic language in various social and workplace scenarios. Results: Session attendance and posttest satisfaction ratings indicated the intervention to be feasible to administer and acceptable to participants. Participants evidenced positive and statistically significant 
or an individual to successfully function in society, one must not only be able to use language appropriate to a given situation but must also be able to understand the social language cues of others. This type of social language competence, also termed pragmatic language (used hereafter), includes verbal (e.g., topic maintenance), paralinguistic (e.g., pausing), and nonverbal (e.g., facial expression) aspects of communication. Pragmatic language also includes the skill of combining one's own social knowledge with contextual information to generate inferences about the true meaning of someone's utterance (i.e., social inference skill; Loukusa & Moilanen, 2009) .
These pragmatic skills and processes are typically impaired in individuals with autism spectrum disorder (ASD), including those diagnosed with high-functioning autism (HFA) and those diagnosed with Asperger syndrome (AS) (Attwood, 2006; Baron-Cohen, Wheelwright, Hill, Raste, & Plumb, 2001; Baron-Cohen, Wheelwright, Seahill, Lawson, & Spong, 2001; David et al, 2010; Happé, 1994; Loukusa & Moilanen, 2009 ). The term high-functioning autism spectrum disorder (HFASD) will be used in the remainder of the paper. With a growing prevalence rate now at 1 in 88 individuals diagnosed with ASD (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2012) , efforts have intensified to determine "what works" to help these individuals improve their social competence.
Although several well-designed studies and at least one systematic review and meta-analysis have investigated interventions for children and adolescents with ASD, most of the research has been conducted with a school-age population. Bellini, Peters, Benner, and Hopf (2007) provided an important contribution with their meta-analysis of single-subject designs investigating school-based social skill interventions. This meta-analysis of 55 studies found that school-based social skill interventions are minimally effective for children with ASD. Although the authors suggested that more research needs to be done in this area, they did offer some clinical practice implications based on their results along with the results of other social skill meta-analyses drawn from populations of children with different disabilities. The results of the meta-analysis suggest that (a) the intervention setting impacts participants' social skill outcomes, (b) more naturalistic intervention settings yield better results, and (c) the fidelity of intervention implementation is key.
For adolescents and adults with HFASD, social interactions become more critical as these individuals develop their independence (Ratto, Turner-Brown, Rupp, Mesibov, & Penn, 2011) . Tse, Strulovitch, Tagalakis, Meg, and Fombonne (2007) suggested that pragmatic deficits may be more problematic for higher functioning individuals because they are more aware of these issues and their consequences. These social deficits often result in a difficulty in establishing and maintaining friendships and romantic relationships (Hendrickx, 2008) and may result in social isolation or a fear of social interactions (Kim, Szatmari, Bryson, Streiner, & Wilson, 2000; Woodbury-Smith & Volkmar, 2009) .
Although the literature on deficits specific to the adult population with HFASD is limited, emotion recognition has been examined. Findings are mixed, but they do suggest that the nature of the stimuli is important to consider. For example, several studies have indicated that the ability to recognize emotions in pictures is preserved in this population (Adolphs, 2001; Grossman, Klin, Carter, & Volkmar, 2000) , whereas other studies have suggested a deficit (Celani, Battacchi, & Arcidiacono, 1999; Deruelle, Rondan, Gepner, & Tardif, 2004) . It does appear that emotion recognition in dynamic contexts is difficult for adults with HFASD (Golan, Baron-Cohen, Hill, & Golan, 2006; Klin, Jones, Schultz, Volkmar, & Cohen, 2002) .
Deficits in pragmatic language, specifically the ability to generate inferences, are not limited to social interactions. Research also suggests that individuals with HFASD also have trouble integrating background knowledge with textual cues in order to generate inferences in reading (Smith Myles et al., 2002; Wahlberg & Magliano, 2004) . Although higher level literacy skills such as inference generation are necessary for success in both college and the workplace (Casner-Lotto & Barrington, 2006; Langer, 2001) , it is unclear how the established reciprocal relationship of literacy skills (i.e., reading, writing, listening, and speaking; Catts & Kamhi, 2005; Gillon & Dodd, 1995) is demonstrated in the area of inference generation.
A critical component of pragmatic language is the communicative context surrounding successful functioning, whether in school, at home, or at work. Müller, Schuler, Burton, and Yates (2003) identified four types of obstacles that adults with HFASD found in the workplace: (a) job application obstacles (e.g., interviewing), (b) adapting to new workplace routine obstacles (e.g., effort to learn new tasks), (c) communication obstacles (e.g., trouble reading between the lines), and (d) social interaction obstacles (e.g., difficulty with water cooler conversation).
Although it would appear that interventions addressing these workplace obstacles would be an important means for promoting successful employment experiences for adults with HFASD, the available literature on effective strategies of intervention is limited. A recent systematic review of behavioral interventions for adults with high-functioning ASD (Palmen, Didden, and Lang, 2012) found only five studies that were judged to be rigorous enough to draw conclusions. Two of these studies focused on pragmatic language treatments (Dotson, Leaf, Sheldon, & Sherman, 2010; Palmen, Didden, & Arts, 2008) . Dotson et al. (2010) used a multiple baseline design across behaviors to evaluate the effectiveness of a social skills training group emphasizing conversational skills. Although the study was small (n = 5), it revealed several positive outcomes in delivering positive feedback and the answering and asking of questions. Palmen et al. (2008) also investigated an intervention focusing on conversation, specifically question asking. In their multiple baseline across participants design (n = 9), treatment resulted in positive improvements in question asking. Although these findings are promising, Palmen et al. (2012) pointed out that there remains a dearth of high-quality research in the area of behavioral interventions for adults with HFASD.
Similarly, Westbrook et al. (2012) found limited results in their systematic review investigating employment outcomes of adults with ASD. Only two quasi-experimental design studies met the inclusion criteria (Garcia-Villamisar, Ross, & Wehman, 2000; Mawhood & Howlin, 1999) . The authors concluded that the data were insufficient to identify interventions that clearly supported the employment of individuals with ASD, and thus recommended that further research was needed in this area.
Purpose of This Study
It is clear that empirical support for pragmatic language intervention for all age groups with ASD is in its infancy. A first step in developing a pragmatic language intervention for adults with HFASD that targets workplace communication skills would be to assess the feasibility and appropriateness of the intervention strategy as well as the outcome measurement tools used to assess pragmatic function. This is the first study to investigate the utility of a pragmatic language intervention program that was designed by the first author. As such, the purpose of this study was to investigate the preliminary effects of the intervention to improve social inference ability and pragmatic language use of adults with HFASD.
MetHod

Research Design
This pre-post nonexperimental feasibility study served to investigate the usefulness and appropriateness of a new pragmatic language intervention program. Data were collected before the start of the intervention program and immediately following its conclusion.
Participants
All participants were recruited from a regional statefunded center serving children and adults with ASD. Participants had been receiving various types of preemployment or employment support through the center. However, center coordinators often reported that a difficulty with pragmatic language was the critical obstacle preventing the participants from successfully securing and maintaining employment.
A total of 14 adults who had been diagnosed with AS (a form of HFASD) by a physician or developmental psychologist participated in the intervention program. All of the participants were constituents of a state-funded autism spectrum support center that required documentation of diagnosis before registration. Participants were primarily male (71%) and Caucasian (86%), ranging in age from 18 to 44 years. All 14 participants held a high school diploma, 57% had completed some college, and 14% held a bachelor's degree. Of the 14 participants, only two were employed full time, two were employed part time, and 10 were unemployed. Most of the participants lived with their parent(s) (86%). All of the participants reported normal hearing. It is also important to note that only two of the 14 participants presented without comorbidities. Table 1 provides additional demographic data for the participants. It should also be noted that two participants failed to complete the intervention program. Of those two participants, one agreed to complete the posttest; the other participant declined posttest participation. Note. ADD = atttention deficit disorder, ADHD = attention deficit hyperactivity disorder.
Procedure
To recruit participants, we sent information about the study to center coordinators who were working with adults. The first author also held an informational session for these adults and their families. Interested participants were asked to complete a case history form and approved Institutional Review Board consent document. Participants were then scheduled for pretesting during a 3-week window.
All of the participants were tested individually in a quiet room by either the first author or a trained graduate student clinician under the direct supervision of the first author. Each of the outcome measures described in the Outcome Measures section was administered at both pretest and posttest. The pragmatic language intervention program began in April and continued for 14 weeks. Intervention sessions were conducted in a private room at a local library once a week for 90 min in small groups (2-6 people) for a total treatment time of 21 hr. Upon completion of the intervention program, participants completed a posttest within 1 month of the end of the program under the same conditions described for the pretest.
In addition, all of the participants completing the intervention program consented to participate in a phone interview with a student research assistant not previously affiliated with the present study. The two participants who dropped out of the program were contacted to participate in the interview but declined. Participants were also asked to provide their consent for the same graduate student who conducted the participant interviews to contact a family member for an interview. Nine of the 12 participants provided consent. Seven family members were able to be reached for participation in the phone interview. These interview data were used to generate the program feasibility data.
Intervention
The pragmatic language intervention program was designed to address both the comprehension and use of pragmatic language in different social situations. Explicit instruction in various aspects of pragmatic language was provided followed by opportunities to practice in a controlled environment and a self-assessment of this performance using video review by each participant.
Each intervention session followed a predetermined four-step sequence of activity, with the first author serving as the instructor:
1. The instructor presented an advance organizer to describe the order of activities along with a brief rationale for the activities.
2. The group reviewed the work from the previous session and went over any homework that had been assigned the previous week.
3. The instructor described and modeled new pragmatic language targets that were then practiced and reviewed by the participants.
4. The instructor presented a post organizer to summarize the session's activities.
The pragmatic language targets of the intervention program included each of the following: (a) facial expression interpretation; (b) facial expression variation; (c) determining the difference among sincerity, sarcasm, and lies; (d) vocal inflection; (e) interpreting nonverbal feedback; (f) providing appropriate feedback to a communication partner; (g) verbal and nonverbal conversational components; and (h) pragmatic language and workplace considerations.
All of the participants were sent their individual evaluation reports documenting their pretest performance before the initial intervention session and were encouraged to read over the report before coming to the session. At the initial intervention session, the layout of the report was explained, and participants were asked to read through their reports again for homework and write down any questions they had. An additional purpose of the initial intervention session was to introduce and provide a rationale for the program.
Also in the first session, the participants worked on developing realistic individual goals with the help of the instructor. Participants learned how to keep data on their performance on a provided data sheet that was used throughout the intervention program. Participants worked with support from the first author to keep their own data on their performance as they progressed through the program.
An innovation configuration map (IC map; Hall & Hord, 2006 ; see the Appendix) was used to create the key elements of the pragmatic language intervention program. Explicit instruction was used first to target a specific aspect of pragmatic language. Participants initially focused on identifying the target in other individuals, usually from television, movie, or online video clips. This aspect of the program targeted social inference. Participants also engaged in role-play scenarios to work on their pragmatic language use, usually focusing on a specific target that had been introduced in previous sessions (e.g., providing appropriate feedback to a conversational partner). These role-play scenarios were video recorded and were immediately played back for group review. Group members evaluated their own performance and that of their peers through this video review. The video review also allowed participants to keep data on their program goals.
Outcome Measures
Participants completed three outcome measures at pre-and posttest to evaluate their inference skill: The Awareness of Social Inference Test (TASIT; McDonald, Flanagan, & Rollins, 2002) , the Inference subtest of the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal (WGCTA; Watson & Glaser, 1964) , and the Prutting Pragmatic Protocol (PPP; Prutting & Kirchner, 1987) .
Social inference ability. TASIT is a standardized and norm-referenced test that is designed to assess participants' social inference abilities. TASIT is composed of three subtests: Emotion Evaluation, Social Inference-Minimal, and Social Inference-Enriched. TASIT was designed to be used with individuals 14-60 years of age who have been diagnosed with traumatic brain injury, autism, schizophrenia, or learning disabilities. Each subtest uses videotaped vignettes and standardized response probes to assess each area of social perception. TASIT contains two statistically equivalent forms. Test-retest values for these subtests range from .74 to .88, and alternate form reliability ranges from .62 to .83 (McDonald et al., 2006) .
Reading inference ability. The WGCTA is a standardized and norm-referenced test that is used primarily by employers to evaluate the critical thinking ability of potential employees. We used the Inference subtest of the WGCTA to assess the participants' inference ability in reading. Participants are required to read three short passages and to judge the degree of truth or falsity of 16 inferences generated from the passages. Participants are required to choose among true, probably true, insufficient data, probably false, and false. The WGCTA contains two statistically equivalent forms. Split-half reliability values range from .69 to .85, and alternate form reliability for this subtest is .75 (Watson & Glaser, 1964) .
Pragmatic language use. The PPP provides an observational checklist of communicative acts. Although this protocol is intended to be used with children, we used the PPP because the communicative acts evaluated remain necessary for successful adult conversation. Each participant engaged in a conversation and a structured interview with a graduate student clinician at both pre-and posttesting. These interactions were video recorded and analyzed using the PPP. Graduate student clinicians were trained on how to code the participants' videotaped behaviors using the PPP and videos of individuals not participating in the present research study. Graduate student clinicians had to meet at least 90% interrater reliability with the first author in order to be chosen to code the participants' videos.
Participants' observed communicative acts were judged as either appropriate or inappropriate independently by both the first author and a graduate student clinician. Prutting and Kirchner (1987) provided extensive and complete operational definitions for each communicative act. For example, facial expressions were judged across the interaction. Many individuals had difficulty varying their facial expressions as appropriate to the discourse topic. This flat affect was always coded as inappropriate. Other communicative acts could only be coded in obligatory contexts. For example, repair/revision (conversational repair) could only be coded if something had to be clarified in an interaction.
Using the PPP definitions of communicative acts (Prutting & Kirchner, 1987) , the first author and a graduate student independently viewed each videotaped interaction and judged if a particular act was appropriate or inappropriate. Any disagreements on the appropriateness of the interactions between the reviewers were reconciled through discussion and reevaluation of the videos until 100% reliability was achieved. Discrepancies were resolved through further video review and discussion. No scores were generated; however, behavior changes from pretest to posttest were noted and are reported in the Results section.
ReSuLtS
A summary of the pre-and posttest data is presented in Table 2 . Assumptions of normality of participant performances were tested for and met for each subtest of TASIT, the Inference subtest of the WGCTA, and the PPP. An intention-to-treat analysis was used to account for missing data of the single individual who failed to complete posttesting by using the participant's pretest scores as his posttest scores (Torgerson & Torgerson, 2008) . This is considered the most conservative method for accounting for participant attrition (Hollis & Campbell, 1999) . Paired-samples t tests were conducted to determine if differences between pre-and posttest were statistically significant.
Social Inference
Our data revealed nonsignificant results, as shown in Table 2 . Of the 13 participants who took the posttest, eight improved their score on the Emotion Evaluation subtest, but the gain was not statistically significant (t = -.82, p = .428). A Hedges' g was calculated for treatment impact, yielding a small, though nonsignificant, effect size (g = .24, 95% CI [-0.15 
Reading Inference
Direct instruction of inference generation in reading was not part of the intervention protocol; however, the assessment of pre-and posttest differences on the WGCTA Inference subtest indicated that 10 of the 13 participants were able to generalize oral inference generation to the written form. As indicated in Table 2 , this improvement was found to exhibit both a statistically significant (t = -2.38, p = .033) difference between the pre-and posttreatment groups as well as a statistically significant treatment effect, as evidenced by a large effect size (g = .72, 95% CI [0.29, 1.16]).
Pragmatic Language Use
Each participant's pragmatic abilities were evaluated for changes from pre-to posttest based on a structured interview and conversation with a graduate student clinician that was analyzed using the PPP. Results of the participants' performance on the PPP indicated a statistically significant decrease in the number of inappropriate communicative acts (t = 2.77, p = .016). The Hedge's g calculation also yielded a large and statistically significant effect size (g = .64, 95% CI [0.22, 1.07]). The most notable decreases in inappropriate communicative acts were observed in the following areas: conversational repair/ revision, interruption/overlap, feedback to speakers, and gestures. A descriptive summary of the pre-and posttest sessions is presented in Figures 1 and 2 .
Feasibility
The pragmatic language intervention program investigated in this study can be considered a feasible treatment to administer for several reasons. First, the 21 contact hours of intervention is reasonable and less than the recommended minimum of 30 hr for social skills interventions (Gresham, Sugai, & Horner, 2001 ). Confirmation of results in a more rigorous design is certainly warranted as several statistically significant improvements suggest an efficient and effective treatment program. Also, the included IC map (Appendix) provides a framework for clinicians to follow to use this program with fidelity. As suggested by Bellini et al. (2007) , treatment fidelity is a key consideration when conducting pragmatic language intervention with individuals with ASD. In addition, all participants who completed the pragmatic language intervention program attended no less than 11 of the 14 intervention sessions. In fact, a majority of the participants (n = 8) attended all 14 intervention sessions.
The participants' ratings of satisfaction were also high. In a phone interview conducted by a student research assistant not involved in the study, 10 of the 12 participants who completed the intervention said they were either very satisfied or satisfied with the program. The other two participants said they felt neutral in their satisfaction level. Eleven of the participants also said that they would recommend the intervention to a friend with pragmatic language difficulties; the other participant responded that "it would depend if they were up to it or not." For each intervention activity, the majority of participants found the activity to be useful (see Table 3 ). A majority of the (Watson & Glaser, 1964) , PPP = Prutting Pragmatic Protocol (Prutting & Kirchner, 1987) . . participants (n = 7) also reported that they would be interested in participating in a similar program in the future if it was offered. Nine of the 12 participants provided consent to contact a family member for an interview. Seven family members were able to be reached for a phone interview that was also conducted by a student research assistant not involved in the study. Five of the family members interviewed felt that the pragmatic language intervention program helped their loved one become better prepared for social and workplace situations. One family member replied, "I hope so" and another replied, "Yes, with his friends; not with work." Family members also noticed improvement (Prutting & Kirchner, 1987) . in several areas of pragmatic functioning (see Table  4 ). Several family members were able to describe a specific situation when they noticed a change in their loved one. For example, one parent said that his daughter was picking up more on sarcasm and would ask him, "Sarcasm, right?" Another family member reported that her loved one would wait to discuss a television show during a commercial instead of during the show. A family member also noted that her loved one had started finishing a conversation more appropriately.
dISCuSSIoN
The purpose of this preliminary study was to examine the feasibility of the author-developed pragmatic language intervention program for adults with HFASD. This initial study demonstrated both treatment feasibility and positive and statistically significant improvements in inference ability in reading and pragmatic language use. Improvements in pragmatic language use were found in areas of verbal, paralinguistic, and nonverbal aspects of communicative acts.
Feasibility data indicated that attendance was high, and most participants found the program helpful. High attendance rates were promising considering the participants were minimally reminded about the group sessions and the author did not contact participants' family members about the session schedule. Thus, the pragmatic language intervention program appears to be reasonable to administer and well tolerated by the participants.
Social Inference
In the area of social inference ability (as measured by TASIT), the results were nonsignificant. Participants did not improve in their ability to evaluate the emotions of others in videotaped vignettes, nor did they improve in identifying when an actor was being sarcastic versus telling a diplomatic lie. They also were unable to correctly identify sarcasm versus sincerity. These results appear to reflect the focus of the intervention program in several ways. table 3. Number of participants (n = 12) who rated each activity as useful, neutral, or not useful. 
Pragmatic skill Yes responses
Identifying the emotions of others 4 Understanding sarcasm 4 Understanding when someone is being truthful or is lying 2 Knowing how to start a conversation 1 Knowing how to maintain a conversation 2 Knowing how much information to give in conversation 2 Changing his/her facial expressions 2 Varying inflection so that he/she doesn't sound monotone 0 Showing a conversational partner that he/she is listening 2 Waiting his/her turn to speak 2
Although emotion evaluation was addressed during the intervention program, the participants focused primarily on identifying the facial features associated with different emotions in pictures and in group members. These were primarily static types of tasks. In contrast, the facial expressions of the actors they encountered on TASIT were fleeting. The actors in the videos also used prosodic features to demonstrate emotions. This added paralinguistic component was not explicitly addressed in the intervention. Perhaps adding an emotion recognition element to video tasks would provide an additional opportunity for participants to develop this skill, as suggested by previous research (Bellini et al., 2007; Golan & Baron-Cohen, 2006) .
Sarcasm was addressed in the pragmatic language intervention program by participants identifying instances of sarcasm versus sincerity. This may explain why participants demonstrated more of an improvement on the Social Inference-Minimal subtest (though nonsignificant) than on the Social Inference-Enriched subtest. Perhaps a more explicit instruction in distinguishing sarcasm and diplomatic lies is warranted in future research with the pragmatic language intervention program.
Reading Inference
The results in the area of inference ability in reading were encouraging. Participants demonstrated a statistically significant improvement in their ability to judge the degree of truth or falsity of inferences generated from three passages. Inference in reading was not directly targeted in the pragmatic language intervention program; however, the results suggest that explicit instruction in social inference ability may transfer to inference ability in reading. This finding adds support to the notion that a reciprocal relationship exists among the four components of literacy (speaking, listening, reading, and writing; Bradley & Bryant, 1983; Catts & Kamhi, 2005; Englert & Thomas, 1987; Gillon & Dodd, 1995; Hiebert, 1980; Kroll, 1981; Ruddell & Ruddell, 1994) .
Pragmatic Language Use
In the area of pragmatic language use, participants were judged to demonstrate significantly fewer inappropriate communicative acts at posttest (43) than at pretest (69). Figures 1 and 2 suggest that certain communicative acts of the participants were particularly responsive to change (i.e., feedback to speakers, gestures, repair/revision, and interruption/overlap). Although the group effect was found to be statistically significant, there was great variation in the individual performance of the participants. Future research should investigate specific participant characteristics that correlate with improvements in pragmatic language use.
Study Limitations
The primary limitation of the present study was its pre-experimental design. To test the efficacy of the pragmatic language intervention program, a randomized control design with a larger sample of participants is necessary. In addition, future research efforts should investigate the effects of the program over time and within the workplace.
It is also important to note that with only 14 participants, this study was underpowered. To detect a difference of 1.0 in effect size with 80% power at a significance level of 5%, 26 participants were needed (Cohen, 1988) . Thus, conclusions cannot be drawn that the lack of significant differences from pre-to posttest on social inference measures were not due to inadequate power. It also remains unclear as to whether differences on standardized measures should be expected after a 14-week, 21-hr treatment program. Lack of significant findings on TASIT, for example, might be due to inadequate intensity of intervention. Although the group intervention program used roleplay scenarios to practice pragmatic use and comprehension targets, the program did not incorporate more natural community-based intervention opportunities. It is possible that the addition of transfer-type activities might prove more effective in promoting the generalization of learned pragmatic skills.
The goal of this study (i.e., to determine the feasibility of the intervention program) was achieved: This study provided preliminary evidence that the pragmatic language intervention program is feasible and may even be beneficial for adults with HFASD. Readers of this paper are cautioned to interpret these findings with care. Future research is warranted to examine the effectiveness of the program with individuals with pragmatic language deficits. The distinction between identification and use is not made in data keeping.
Teacher instructs based on a predetermined schedule, although data exist.
Clients collaborate with SLP to set goals but do not check progress.
SLP employs scaffolded instruction periodically but at times provides the incorrect level of support (i.e., too much, too little).
SLP utilizes only one component of the instructional program (i.e., scenario tasks, conversation, or video reviews) to model social inference generation.
SLP only uses some features of explicit instruction (i.e., detailed description, modeling, supported practice, or independent practice) to target deficit skill areas in social inference generation and pragmatic language use based on social inference generation. Role-play is utilized but often is lacking in specificity, appropriateness, or descriptiveness.
Video recording is utilized periodically but for the purpose of only one of the following: increasing awareness, promoting change in behavior, or monitoring progress.
Group discussion around scenarios provided by SLP is periodically used.
SLP ensures the opportunity of generalization of skills but only considers conversation with familiar partners.
No instruction about the components of pragmatic language based on social inference generation and effective communicators is given.
Role-play is not utilized.
Video recording of role-play is not utilized.
Group discussion is not used.
Generalization of skills is not considered.
APPeNdIx (p. 2 of 2). PRAgMAtIC LANguAge INteRveNtIoN INNovAtIoN CoNFIguRAtIoN MAP
Key element Ideal implementation (4) In process (2) No implementation (0)
SLP requires clients to demonstrate understanding of the components of competent pragmatic language use based on social inference generation cues and describe what an effective communicator looks like.
Role-play is utilized to target deficit areas of pragmatic language use based on social inference generation. Scenarios are consistently specific, appropriate, and descriptive.
Video recording of role-play scenarios is utilized often to increase client's awareness of performance deficits based on social inference generation, overlooked social inference cues, ability to change behavior following review, and ability to monitor progress.
Group discussion around scenarios provided by SLP or client's personal experiences is encouraged and consistently used.
SLP ensures opportunity for clients to practice social inference generation in the context of conversation with familiar and unfamiliar communication partners.
